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Abstract 
The present study was designed to investigate people's extents of sharing different 
types of emotions (namely Delight, Fear, Surprise, Sadness, Disgust, Anger, 
Anticipation, and Joy) with their same-sex friends in Hong Kong. It also explored the 
gender differences in the factors underlying the sharing patterns of the different types 
of emotions. Participants were college students (68 males and 70 females) living at 
university dormitories. They were invited to report different types of emotions shared 
between themselves and their roommates. Participants were also asked to rate their 
own and their roommate's personality, to evaluate their overall relationship quality, 
and to reveal their concerns when sharing different types of emotions. MANOVA 
(repeated measures) results indicate that in same-sex communication, the most shared 
emotion was Joy for both males and females. The least shared emotions were Sadness 
and Fear for males, and Anger for females. Besides, females tended to share Joy, 
Delight, Sadness and Fear significantly more than males. Linear Multiple Regression 
Analyses were also performed to select which, and to what extent, the proposed 
variables could predict different types of emotional sharing. Results demonstrate that 
individual factors (including self-perceived personality and communication concerns)， 
and dyadic factors (including perceived-other personality, perceived-other sharing 
tendency, and overall relationship evaluation) were associated with the participants' 
emotional sharing to different extents. In general, perceived-other sharing tendency 
consistently yielded significant prediction across all the eight types of emotions, and 
for both males and females. Apart from this, the prediction by different factors varied 
as a function of the types of emotional sharing and genders involved. Specifically, 
when sharing emotions with same-sex friend, males appeared to be concerned with 
Impression Management and Psychological Health, whereas females were often 
concerned with Relationship Facilitation and Other-competence to Understand. 
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Implications of Social Exchange Theory, Expectancy Violation Theory, 
developmental socialization processes, and cultural communication characteristics 
were reviewed as the primary accounts for the findings obtained. How the present 
study can pave the way for further investigation on emotional communication was also 
discussed. 








因素。我們採用了MANOVA (repeated measures)分析，顯示男生和和女生在同 
性朋輩中最常分享的情緒是歡欣喜悅；而男性最少分享惶恐懼怕和悲哀憂愁， 
女性則最少分享憤怒。女性亦顯著地比男性多於分享歡欣喜悅、滿足快慰、悲 
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Factors Underlying Emotional Communication among 
College Students in Hong Kong 
Emotional communication refers to the verbal or non-verbal interaction process 
expressing and responding to the emotional states between individuals. It can be an 
intentional or non-intentional exchange of emotion-laden messages. Accordingly, sharing 
different types of emotions is one of the vehicles to drive the whole process of emotional 
communication. Emotional sharing is a type of self-disclosure, and specifically reveals 
one's personal emotions to another verbally and intentionally. As suggested by Rime, 
Mesquita, Philippot, and Boca (1991), social sharing of emotion takes place when an 
individual initiates interpersonal discussion of a particular emotional event he/she has 
encountered. 
However, it is possible that one can intrapersonally experience some emotions 
but not interpersonally express them (Guerrero, Andersen, & Trost, 1998). The relation 
between experiencing and expressing emotion is indeed far from perfect; it is positive but 
only modest in size (Gross, John, & Richards, 2000). Furthermore, Andersen and 
Guerrero (1998) noted that emotions can arise without actual social stimuli, but due to the 
imagined interaction based on the past similar stimuli. An individual's emotional sharing 
can even be a communicative response to other's emotional expression (Guerrero & 
Reiter, 1998). Taken together, emotional sharing can be triggered by one's own emotional 
experience, emotional memories or by other's emotional expression. Based on this 
grounding, do different types of emotions predispose different extents of sharing 
interpersonally? What are the factors underlying individuals' (male or female) sharing 
patterns in regard to different types of emotions? Before proceeding further, we have to 
first provide a systematic framework for conceptualizing the basic types of emotions to be 
shared. 
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Types of Emotions 
A host of past research has been dedicated to conceptualize emotions (e.g. 
Ekman, 1992; Izard, 1977; Plutchik, 1980; Rusell, 1997; Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, & 
O'Connor, 1987). Different studies provide unique, but not necessarily exclusive， 
viewpoints on emotion categorization. The present study adopted Plutchik's (1980) 
emotion model to explore the extents of sharing various types of emotions. 
According to Plutchik's (1980，1997) evolutionary perspective to emotions, 
emotions are basically an individual's innate reactions to different stimuli for avoiding 
danger, as well as aiding survival. Based on similarity scaling and semantic differential 
analyses, Plutchik (1980) suggested a circumplex model of emotions. There are eight 
types of primary emotions, including Joy, Acceptance, Fear, Surprise, Sadness, Disgust, 
Anger, and Anticipation. He further postulated that these eight types of primary emotions, 
just like primary colors, vary in intensity，polarity, and the degree of similarity to one 
another. For instance, Sadness varies in intensity from Grief to Pensiveness, and Surprise 
varies in intensity from Amazement to Distraction. Also，regarding polarity, for example, 
Joy is the opposite of Sadness, and Acceptance is the opposite of Disgust. Besides, 
similarity is demonstrated by the adjacency between the emotions, such as the adjacent 
pairs of Joy and Acceptance, and the adjacent pairs of Disgust and Anger. 
Based on the evolutionary perspective, different emotions endorse different 
social and adaptive functions (Andersen & Guerrero, 1998; Berscheid, 1983; Plutchik, 
1997). For instance，Joy is to operate as a signal for welcoming friendly interaction. 
Sadness is to prepare the individual to gain a newly realistic perspective of the world. Also, 
Anger is to mobilize an individual to react and sustain the goal-directed activity. For the 
sake of survival, people are supposed to basically experience at least these eight types of 
primary emotions. Berscheid (1983) noted that individuals would label emotions as 
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"positive" when they appraise that emotion as facilitating their original goal attainment. 
Individuals would label emotions as "negative" when they appraise that emotion as 
hindering their original goal attainment. 
Instead of adopting the two broad clusters of emotions (positive vs. negative), the 
present research mainly focused on the eight primary emotions. It was hoped to give a 
more fine-grained picture on communication across various types of emotions. Each 
primary emotion has been given a detailed depiction by Gaines (1998): 
Among the primary emotions, Joy is a positive, transitory emotion 
characterized by the establishment or gain of attachment, whereas 
Sadness is a negative, transitory emotion characterized by the decline 
or loss of attachment. Acceptance is a positive, transitory emotion 
characterized by incorporation of concern with another person's 
psychological well-being into oneself, whereas Disgust is a negative, 
transitory emotion characterized by rejection of concern with another 
person's psychological well-being from oneself. Fear is a negative, 
transitory emotion characterized by avoidance of a potentially 
pain-inducing stimulus, whereas Anger is a negative, transitory 
emotion characterized by approach toward a potentially pain-inducing 
stimulus. Finally, Surprise is a positive or negative, transitory emotion 
characterized by approach toward a novel stimulus, whereas 
Anticipation is a positive, transitory emotion characterized by 
approach toward a familiar stimulus, (p. 509) 
Gaines (1998) further argued the logical opposites of Acceptance-Disgust. He 
suggested that the polarity of Acceptance should be "Rejection", whereas the polarity of 
Disgust should be "Delight". For the sake of logical consistency, the present study chose 
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Delight to replace Acceptance as one of the eight primary emotions. Van de Yen (1995; 
cited in Gaines, 1998) defined Delight as an emotion of acceptance, satisfaction, 
happiness and contentment. Such a depiction still preserves the essence of Acceptance 
originally identified by Plutchik. 
Characteristics of Emotional Communication 
To get a fuller picture of emotional communication, we have to acknowledge 
several considerations including cultural display rules, gender, as well as the relationship 
involved: 
First, emotional communication is culture-specific since culture sets the stage for 
emotional feelings to be perceived and expressed in different social contexts. Through 
socialization, people from childhood begin to leam to alter their emotional 
communicative behaviors according to the cultural or sub-cultural display rules (Saami, 
1999). Although certain emotions, such as enjoyment and sadness, are proven to be 
universal or biologically based, there are still variations in experiencing, displaying and 
interpreting these emotions across different cultural groups (Matsumoto, 2000; Russell & 
Yik, 1996). For instance, people in collectivist cultures are more likely to express positive 
emotions that can maintain and facilitate in-group cohesion, harmony, and face-saving 
than are people in individualistic cultures (Matsumoto, 1989). Also, people in collectivist 
cultures displayed less intense emotional expression, probably the negative ones, than did 
people in individualistic cultures (Matsumoto, Kasri, & Kooken, 1999). Therefore, 
cultural display rules govern the appropriateness of expressing and responding to different 
types of emotions interpersonally. Also, these display rules vary from culture to culture. 
Besides, different cultures tend to regard communication with different functions 
(see Chen, 1995; Gao, Ting-Toomey & Gudykunst, 1996; Matsumoto, 2000; Smith & 
Bond, 1999). People in individualistic cultures generally regard communication as a 
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medium to express themselves. This fundamental conception of communication 
contributes to their general preference of direct and instrumental communicative 
behaviors. Conversely, people in collectivist cultures on average are apt to regard 
communication as a medium to promote and maintain social harmony. Thus, they 
relatively value indirect and positive affective exchanges for the sake of preserving 
in-group relationships. 
Based on these culture-specific communication characteristics, it was firstly 
hypothesized that in Hong Kong (a collectivist culture) (Hofstede, 1980)，people would be 
more likely to share positive emotions (e.g. Joy and Delight) in general, since these 
positive emotions might help to preserve and cultivate the interpersonal relationships. At 
the same time, the Hong Kong Chinese would be less likely to share negative emotions 
(e.g. Anger and Sadness), since these negative emotions might dampen the social 
interactions. 
Second, emotional communication is gender-specific. Males and females are 
found to demonstrate similarities in emotional identification, emotional absorption, 
emotional consciousness, as well as evaluation of emotional communication skills (see 
Gohm & Clore, 2000; Burleson, Kunkel, Samter, & Werking，1996). Nevertheless, the 
two genders manifest lots of differences in their communication propensities. Under 
Bern's (1981) Gender Schema Theory, people often try to behave according to their 
assumption of gender-typed preferences and behavioral patterns in a particular culture. 
Indeed, emotional sharing can be one of the key characteristics that can differentiate 
masculine- and feminine-stereotyped communicative behaviors (Anderson & Leaper, 
1998; Fischer & Manstead, 2000). 
On average, females tend to emphasize and exhibit emotional sharing more than 
males. In terms of expressing thoughts or feelings, females tend to display emotions more 
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overtly and intimately than males (Fischer & Manstead，2000). As for the competence of 
encoding and decoding emotions, women are often perceived to be more attentive, 
sensitive and responsive when encountering emotion-laden communication than men 
(Barbee, Gulley, & Cunningham，1990; Gohm & Clore, 2000; Kunkel & Burleson, 1999). 
Moreover, regarding the range of emotion experienced and expressed, females often 
report experiencing and expressing both positive and negative emotions more intensely 
than males (Diener, Sandvik, & Larsen, 1985; Gohm & Clore，2000). 
The gender-linked emotional communication characteristics are also specific to 
the types of emotion (Guerrero & Reiter, 1998; King & Emmons, 1990). Women tend to 
disclose more Fear, Sadness, Shame and Guilt, whereas men lean to express more Anger 
(Anderson & Leaper, 1998; Timmers, Fischer, & Manstead, 1998). For Anger, women are 
more likely to internalize their angry feelings. In contrast, men tend to externalize or deny 
Anger (Guerrero, 1994). For Sadness, women tend to rely more on social sharing for 
coping distress; whereas men incline to use distraction or social withdrawal (Guerrero & 
Reither, 1998). 
Through gender role developmental socialization processes, boys inhibit the 
expression of most emotions, whereas girls inhibit the expression of socially unacceptable 
emotions, such as Anger (Broby，1985; Karbon, Fabes, Carlo, & Martin, 1992). Based on 
the above prominent gender differences, the present study also suggested another 
hypothesis: in general, females would be more likely to share emotions with their 
same-sex friends than males, except Anger. 
Besides, interpersonal communication is relationship-specific (Goodwin & Tang, 
1999； Wilmot, 1995). Emotional communication penetrates into social relationships that 
are affective (rather than instrumental) in nature for love, engagement and enjoyment 
(Haslam, 1995). Rubin, Perse, and Barbato (1988, p.605) stated, "an emotional-expressive 
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relationship would be characterized by transactions dealing with feelings". Thus, 
relationship itself defines the room for the interactants to exchange emotion-focused and 
communal-oriented messages. The present study had located its base on one of the 
emotional-expressive relationships, namely friendship. 
Wright (1984) defined friendship as a "relationship involving voluntary or 
unconstrained interactions in which the participants respond to one another personally" 
(p. 119). In particular, friendship develops with a growing variety of settings and activities, 
with a relatively nonobligatory and unstructured nature (Wright, 1998). In order to control 
the potential opposite-sex effects, the present study focused on the same-sex friend dyads 
(i.e. male-male vs. female-female) only. 
So far, we have reviewed the possible types of emotions to be shared, as well as 
some relevant features shaping emotional communication. Then, what are the factors 
determining one's emotional sharing? As a correlational study, variables that help to 
predict the emotional sharing pattern would be inferred as its underlying factors. The 
potential factors constitute three main aspects, including the psychological, social and 
cognitive aspects. 
Psychological Aspect: Personality 
Self-perceived Personality 
Personality dispositions, such as shyness, assertiveness and talkativeness, were 
found to be associated with different communicative behaviors and communication-based 
perceptions (Daly & Bippus, 1998; Weaver, 1998). Specifically, an individual's 
personality dispositions can indirectly or directly influence the extents of emotional 
sharing. On the one hand, personality influences an individual's experience and appraisal 
to a potentially emotion-eliciting event (e.g. Kardum, 1998; Larsen & Diener, 1987; 
McAdams, 1994; Wilson & Gullone, 1999). In such respect, personality might mediate 
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the degree of emotional sharing through that subjective emotion episode. For instance, 
Colby and Emmons (1997) also claimed that a person high in Openness to Experience 
(including emotion experience) might also perceive more social support available and 
were more likely to experience positive emotion. By extension, he/she might be more 
probable to share positive emotions with others. In this sense, specific affect-related 
personality dimensions directly influence the emotional experience, which in turn 
indirectly influence the emotional expression. 
Apart from the indirect effect of personality, the present study was designed to 
test the potential direct role of personality on an individual's emotional sharing inclination. 
This may help bridging the gap between one's personality characteristics and the tendency 
to share different types of emotions. On top of it, emotional sharing is no longer restricted 
to the two positive and negative emotion clusters. Rather, the present study tried to grasp a 
more fine-grained description on the relation between the types of shared emotions and 
the communication-related personality dimensions. 
Some researchers contended that personality variables can be regarded as 
predetermined factors in underlying individuals' communication characteristics (e.g. 
Daly & Bippus, 1998; McCroskey & Richmond, 1998). For instance, people high in 
Extraversion tend to be more able and willing to express themselves, use direct 
communication cues, adopt dramatic and open communication styles, and get higher score 
in communication action and expression (Leung, 1999; Parkinson, 1991). Also, Weaver 
(1998) found that people high in Neuroticism tend to be more apprehensive, distant, and 
passive in communication styles. Particularly, in the domain of emotional expression. 
Gross et al. (2000) found that Extraversion could significantly predict positive emotional 
expression, but not positive emotional experience. While intriguingly, Neuroticism could 
significantly predict both negative emotional expression and experience. Moreover, there 
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was no significant interaction effect between personality and emotional experience when 
predicting both positive and negative emotional expression. Convincingly, it is not 
necessary for personality to influence emotional expression by moderating the emotional 
experience. Self-perceived personality may exert direct effect, to a certain extent, in 
predicting emotional sharing. 
In order to tap the full range of usable personality perceptions in the Chinese 
culture, the present study adopted an indigenous personality scale constructed by Yik and 
Bond (1993). The first of these personality dimensions is Emotional Stability, which 
refers to relaxed and contented states of a person in general. It is opposite to neuroticism. 
The second one is Extraversion, which exhibits characteristics such as sociable, talkative, 
and self-motivated. Application includes an individual's propensity to be hardworking 
and practical. Openness to Experience captures characteristics like adventurous, 
open-minded and creative. Assertiveness reflects a person's orientation to be independent 
and determined. Restraint refers to attributes like cautious, conscientious, and dignified. 
Helpfulness includes traits such as kind, trustful and cooperative. Besides, Intellect 
captures an individual's tendency to be analytical and perceptive. 
Some past research findings illuminate the personality-communication linkage in 
Chinese. For instance, people with higher Application tend to disclose more with their 
friends (Wong & Bond, 1999). Different SAPPS dimensions were found associated with 
people's different communication styles (Leung, 1999). Thus, it was anticipated that 
certain self-perceived personality dimension(s) would help to predict particular type of 
emotional sharing. The gender-linked patterns on such personality-sharing associations 
were also explored. 
Perceived-other Personality 
Furthermore, emotional sharing is an interpersonal communication process. So, 
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it should be a product of the sharer's and the target listener's characteristics, such as their 
mood states and communication sensitivity (Barbee, Rowatt, & Cunningham，1998). 
Miller (1990) proposed that apart from the personal goals for interpersonal interaction (e.g. 
avoid rejection and achieve acceptance), one's willingness to disclose intimate topics is 
subject to the perception of the target communicator's goals (e.g. to have friendly and 
helpful relationship). In addition, when perceiving a target communicator with a more 
pleasant personal attributes and friendly communication style, respondents would expect 
to engage in a more rewarding communication interaction with that target person as well 
(Burgoon & LePoire, 1993). By extension, it was reasonable to further hypothesize that 
perception on the target communicator's personality (based on the aforementioned 
SAPPS dimensions) would also help to modify one's tendency to share different types of 
emotions. Again, gender-linked patterns regarding this aspect were also examined. 
Social Aspect: Interaction Pattern 
With respect to the interpersonal nature of emotional sharing, potential factors 
in the social aspect cannot be ignored. Interaction pattern can be as specific as dyadic 
emotional sharing tendency, and as general as the overall relationship evaluation. 
Specific Emotional Sharing Tendency 
The interactive nature of emotional communication predisposes the reciprocal 
pattern throughout the exchange of emotional messages (Andersen & Guerrero, 1998). 
For example, personal Joy may be more intensified upon the initial sharing with a friend. 
Also, a friend's self-disclosure of similar feelings may further arouse the feeling of Joy. 
Such an emotional exchange precipitates more sharing on Joy between the dyad 
afterwards. In this regard, self-disclosure is often reciprocated and exerts a snowball effect� 
One's self-disclosure probably elicits a self-disclosure from one another (Knapp & 
Vangelisti, 1996; Wong & Bond, 1999). Two-way self-disclosure fosters the relationship 
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development and the feeling of intimacy (Wilmot, 1995). 
Accordingly, it was speculated that the other's emotional sharing tendency 
(perceived by our participants) would help to predict the corresponding shared emotion of 
the participants themselves. Such an association was supposed to be applicable across the 
eight types of emotions, and in both the male and female samples. 
Overall Relationship Evaluation 
Communication characteristics are associated with different degrees of 
relationship levels. Perceived closeness, breadth and depth of communication, predictive 
understanding, and frequency of verbal meta-communication define the intimacy level 
among friends (Gaine, 1998; Knapp & Vangelisti, 1996; Parks, 1977). Basically, 
self-disclosure increases with increasing level of friendship (Lea, 1989; Wong & Bond, 
1999). The most common referent for closeness and intimacy of a relationship is 
"self-disclosure" (Monsour, 1992; Parks & Floyd, 1996), which is the requisite for the 
maintenance of satisfying relationships (Barbee, et al., 1998; Nicotera, 1993). Only when 
people perceive the relationship has reached a "comfortable" level, they would be willing 
to exhibit different emotions, both positive and negative ones (Gurrrero & Andersen, 
2000). Then, with a more rewarding and satisfying friendship, the individuals may be 
more willing to share their emotions. So, it was hypothesized that overall relationship 
evaluation would positively predict one's emotional sharing tendency. 
In addition, the present study also examined whether the two genders would 
show similar or different patterns on this issue. It was found that women value and engage 
in more intimate sharing with their intimate friends than men do (Burleson, Metts, & 
Kirch, 2000; Caldwell & Peplau, 1982; Hays, 1985; Parks & Floyd, 1996). So, it was 
expected that particularly among females, the more intimate friendship evaluation would 
contribute to more emotional sharing in the friend dyads. 
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Cognitive Aspect: Communication Concerns 
Apart from the psychological and social aspects, an individual would also 
communicate with others due to different communication motives and concerns 
(Anderson & Martin, 1995; Burleson, et al., 2000; DeVito，1998; Rubin, et al., 1988). The 
present study proposed that there should be at least six dimensions of concerns when 
sharing different types of emotions. 
Relationship Facilitation 
Some people may communicate for inclusion (the need to include or belong to 
others) and affection (the need to love and be loved by others) (Rubin et al., 1988). They 
share emotions that help affiliate with others or facilitate the relationship development. 
Relationship concern seems to be prominent in collectivist cultures (Goodwin & Tang, 
1999) and to be stereotypic as feminine social orientation (Broby & Hall, 1993). 
Impression Management 
The concern of Impression Management can regulate a person's ways of 
deliberate manipulation of emotional display (Hargie & Tourish, 1998; Parkinsion, 1991), 
particularly in face-directed cultures like Chinese (Gao, et al., 1996). For instance, 
Andersen and Guerrero (1998) noted that communicating Fear might undermine an 
individual's social image as being strong and capable. So, people try to present 
themselves as unafraid, or otherwise in a way that can still maintain the desirable social 
image (Miller, 1990; Shaver et al., 1987). 
Self-competence to Share 
On the one hand, the person who shares should view him- or herself is 
sufficiently competent to express his/her inner feelings in the ways he/she wants to be 
(McCroskey & Richmond, 1998; Saami, 1999)，otherwise, he/she is less likely to share 
that emotion with others. For example, males tend to find describing emotions more 
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difficult than females (Bagby, Parker, & Taylor, 1994; cited in Gohm & Clore, 2000). 
Therefore, it was anticipated that males, rather than females, would be more likely to have 
this communication concern. 
Other-competence to Understand 
On the other hand, the person who shares should view his/her target 
communicator is sufficiently competent to "feel with" his/her own emotional states, i.e. 
the ability for empathic involvement in other's emotional experience (Saami, 1999)， 
otherwise, he/she is less likely to exhibit the actual emotional sharing behavior. Females 
tend to value affective communication skills, such as comforting, ego supports and 
sophisticated listening skills (Burleson, et al., 1996). So, compared with the male 
counterparts, females were supposed to be more sensitive and concerned about other's 
competence to understand when sharing different types of emotions. 
Psychological Health 
As Rime et al. (1991, p.439) stated, "through the social sharing of emotion, the 
person finds opportunities to clarify ambiguous emotional sensations, to cognitively 
articulate the emotion, to redefine their self-concept, to get coping assistance, and to 
preserve their cultural integration." If an individual regards the potential benefits of 
sharing emotions on psychological health, he/she was expected to be more likely to share 
their emotions with others. 
Time-and-Place 
Context influences the form, message content, and even message interpretation 
of interpersonal communication (DeVito, 1998). The physical environment and temporal 
features are twos of the dimensions of context (DeVito, 1998; Stamp, Vangelisti, & 
Knapp, 1994). To illustrate, temporal factors refer not only the time of the day, but also the 
moment appropriate for the sequence of communication events. The physical factors 
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comprise the environmental settings and spatial characteristics. It was expected that 
people would concern about the appropriateness of the time and place to share different 
types of emotions. Particularly, Chinese culture is one of the high-context cultures, which 
values the contextual information during communication (DeVito, 1998; Smith & Bond, 
1998). Thus, the Hong Kong Chinese would also be expected to consider the subjective 
appropriateness of the time and place when sharing emotions. 
It is noteworthy that relevant communication concerns might be subject to what 
particular emotion and gender are involved. For instance, Timmers, et al. (1998) found 
that when expressing Anger, males would express (e.g. by yelling or calling names) for 
maintaining power, whereas females would express (mainly by explicit verbalization) for 
seeking comfort from others. Such gender differences were also noticed in Fear and 
Sadness. Therefore, it was prompted to hypothesize that, for instance, males are 
predisposed to share a particular emotion due to power-oriented motives (e.g. Impression 
Management). In contrast, females tend to share a particular emotion based on 
relationship-oriented motives (e.g. Relationship Facilitation). 
Ob jectives of the Present Study 
All the aforementioned variables could be classified into individual factors 
(self-perceived personality and communication concerns) and dyadic factors 
(perceived-other personality and interaction pattern). Figure 1 depicts the conceptual idea 
of the whole research. In short, the present study aimed at exploring three main issues. 
First, among our Hong Kong respondents, which type of emotion is most likely to be 
shared with their same-sex friends? And which one is the least? Second, what factors can 
help to predict individuals' tendency to share different emotions with their same-sex 
friends? Last, do the underlying factors vary with the types of emotions and genders? 
[insert Fig. 1 about here] 
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Method 
Participants 
A total of 138 college students (68 males and 70 females) living at university 
dormitories participated in the present study. The mean ages were 19.82 and 19.76 for 
male and female samples respectively. In order to control the period of roommate 
relationship between the dyads, only those students that were in the first year becoming 
roommates would be selected. It was assumed that university dormitory provide a 
convenient and naturalistic context for the dyads to communicate different emotions. Also, 
these roommate dyads were supposed to cover a wide range of friendship levels, which 
could avoid the bias of reporting a particular scope of friends from our participants. 
Participants were recruited and finished the questionnaire voluntarily. 
Instruments 
All the measures adopted or designed in the present study were written in 
Chinese, the participants' native language (Appendix 1). 
Emotional Sharing Scale. It was a self-constructed scale to measure the 
different types of emotions experienced and shared between the participants and their own 
present roommate. Based on Plutchik's model (1980), the eight types of emotions, namely 
Delight, Fear, Surprise, Sadness, Disgust, Anger, Anticipation and Joy were all included 
in the scale. Based on the past research approach (e.g. Kardum, 1998; Stapley & Haviland, 
1989), the tendency of experiencing and sharing each emotion was captured by two items: 
frequency and intensity, which were on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from zero (never / 
very superficial) to six (always / very intense). 
There were three dimensions in this scale. First, participants were asked to 
report their own emotional experiences across the eight types of emotions, which could be 
related to or unrelated to their roommates. For instance, "From the time you have been 
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living at dormitory this semester, how frequent and intense did you experience Sadness?" 
Second, participants were asked to report their actual tendency to share those emotions 
with their own present roommate. Items were like "When you experienced Joy, how 
frequent and intense did you share it with your present roommate?" Third, participants 
also rated his/her present roommate's actual tendency to share the eight types of emotions. 
For instance, "Please recall when your present roommate experienced Anger, how 
frequent and intense did your roommate share it with you?" 
Sino-American Person Perception Scale (SAPPS). SAPPS (Yik & Bond, 1993) 
was used to measure the participant's self-perceived personality and the perceived 
personality of his/her present roommate. SAPPS captured eight dimensions of personality 
including Openness to Experience, Emotional Stability, Extraversion, Application, 
Intellect, Helpfulness, Restraint, and Assertiveness. Each dimension consisted of four 
items. In total, there were 32 bipolar adjectives on a 7-point scale. Items were like "Cold -
Passionate", “Careful — Careless", and “Kind — Unkind". SAPPS has demonstrated its 
reliability, comprehensiveness and validity at tapping Chinese personality perception in 
various studies (e.g., McCrae, Costa, & Yik, 1996; Wong & Bond, 1999; Yik & Bond, 
1993). 
Communion Scale. It consisted of eight items asking participants to evaluate the 
relationship between themselves and their own present roommate. Two items were 
selected from the Acquaintance Descriptive Form (ADF-F2) (Lea, 1989), because these 
two items purely describe the relationship quality without any behavioral-level inferences. 
Six items directly evaluating the relationship quality itself were also added. Tarn and 
Bond (1999) suggested these items conceptualizing the "union" of any kind of 
interpersonal relationship. It was assumed that this scale was comprehensive enough to 
reflect the overall evaluation of the interaction pattern between our participants and their 
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own present roommate from positive to negative sides. The scale was measured on a 
7-point Likert scale, ranging from zero (never / very unsure) to six (always / very sure). 
Table 1 shows the English translated version for this scale. Higher the mean scores imply 
the stronger relationship bond perceived by an individual. 
[insert Table 1 about here] 
Communication Concerns Scale. It was a self-constructed scale to reflect the 
participants' possible concerns when sharing the eight types of emotions. There were six 
dimensions: Relationship Facilitation, Impression Management, Self-competence to 
Share, Other-competence to Understand, Psychological Health, as well as 
Time-and-Place. Take Delight as an example, "When you experienced Delight and shared 
this emotion with your present roommate...to what extent, it was because you would like 
to facilitate the friendship development with your roommate? To what extent, it was 
because you would like to maintain your roommate's impression to you? To what extent, 
it was because you regard your competence to share? To what extent, it was because you 
regard your roommate's competence to understand? To what extent, it was for the sake of 
psychological health? To what extent, it was because you find that time and place were 
just appropriate for sharing?" Participants were asked to use a 7-point Likert scale to 
report the possibility of having that specific concern when sharing a particular type of 
emotion, ranging from one (very impossible) to seven (very possible). These six different 
dimensions of communication concerns would cover all the eight types of emotional 
sharing. 
Procedure 
After signing a consent letter, participants were invited to complete the above 
sets of questionnaires. It approximately took 30 min to finish the whole procedure. A 
debriefing sheet was given to them for reference afterwards. 
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Results 
Reliability Analysis 
Reliability analyses were employed to test the internal consistency (Cronbach's 
alpha) of the scales. In general, alpha levels were satisfactory, .60 [except Helpfulness 
in SAPPS (self-ratings), a= .43; and Assertiveness in SAPPS (perceived-other-ratings), 
a= .54] 1. Table 2 displays the alphas for each dimension of all the scales used. 
[insert Table 2 about here] 
Emotional Sharing 
In the male and female samples, frequency and intensity for each emotion 
shared by the participants themselves were significantly correlated. Cronbach's alphas 
between frequency and intensity across the eight types of emotions ranged from .66 to .87, 
p < .01 (2-tailed) in males, and ranged from. .58 to .80, p < .01 (2-tailed) in females. Thus, 
these two measures were collapsed as the average score indicating the participants' 
tendency to share that specific type of emotion (ref. Stapley & Haviland, 1989)� 
In order to examine the basic nature of each emotional sharing, orthogonal 
factor analyses were performed. Two higher-order components among these eight types of 
shared emotions were extracted. Joy, Delight, Anticipation and Surprise had their highest 
loading on the same factor, which were labeled as "Positive Emotions". Disgust，Anger, 
Sadness，and Fear had their highest loading on the other factor, which were labeled as 
"Negative Emotions". The total variances explained by this two-factor model were 
80.31 % and 73.09% in males and females respectively^. Table 3 displays the factor pattern 
in the male and female samples. Still, Factor Analyses employed here were only to 
provide a framework revealing the intrinsic category (positive or negative) for the 
suggested eight emotions. 
[insert Table 3 about here] 
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Table 4 displays the mean scores of all the shared emotions among the 
participants. In the Positive Emotions domain, both the males and females tended to share 
Joy the most, which was followed by Delight, Anticipation, and Surprise. In the Negative 
Emotions Domain, males tended to mostly share Disgust，and then Fear, Anger, and 
Sadness; whereas females leaned to mostly share Fear, and then Sadness, Disgust, and 
Anger. "Positive Emotions" (POS) stands for the mean score of the four positive emotions, 
whereas "Negative Emotions" (NEG) stands for the mean score of the four negative 
emotions. In general, both the males and females were more inclined to share Positive 
Emotions than Negative Emotions. Besides, males were consistently less predisposed in 
sharing all the eight types of emotions than females. 
[insert Table 4 about here] 
To test the statistical significance of the above mean differences, MANOVAs 
(repeated measures) were employed. Tests of homogeneity and sphericity of 
variance-covariance matrices reveal that both assumptions for MANOVA were met. For 
the two broad clusters of emotions, Wilk's Lamda Test demonstrates that both the male 
and female samples shared Positive Emotions significantly more than Negative Emotions, 
F (1, 128) 二 74.29, ^ < .001. The females also shared significantly more than their male 
counterparts, F (1, 128) = 6.93, ^ < .01. The interaction effect of Emotion (Positive & 
Negative) by Gender (Male & Female) was not significant. 
Then, regarding the specific eight different types of emotions, Wilk's Lamda 
Test demonstrates that there was a significant main effect of the within-subject factor, 
Emotion, F (7, 122) = 17.48, £ < .001. So, there was at least one type of emotional sharing 
significantly different from the others in the whole sample. Also, a significant main effect 
of the between-subject factor, Gender [F (1, 128) = 6.93,公 < .01] was found. This reflects 
that the two genders exhibited different sharing tendencies at least in one type of the 
Emotional Communication iii 
emotions. No significant Emotion (eight types) by Gender interaction effect was found， 
suggesting no salient gender difference pronounced by any specific type of emotional 
sharing. 
Post-hoc comparisons (Turkey HSD) were executed to further examine the 
mean differences among the eight types of emotional sharing. Since there was a 
significant between-subject (Gender) effect, the analyses were run separately for the two 
genders. Table 5 displays the male results. In the Positive Emotions domain, males tended 
to share Joy significantly more than all the other emotions (but without significant mean 
difference with Delight). In the Negative Emotions domain, no significant mean 
difference was found. Both Sadness and Fear were significantly lower than all the four 
Positive Emotions. 
[insert Table 5 about here] 
Table 6 displays the female results that were similar with the male. Joy was 
shared significantly more than all the other emotions (thought without significant mean 
difference with Delight). In the Negative Emotions domain, no significant mean 
difference was found, except that between Anger and Fear. Females shared Anger 
significantly less than all the four Positive Emotions, and even Fear. Overall speaking, 
both males and females tended to share Joy the most. Males were less likely to share 
Sadness and Fear; while females were less likely to share Anger. 
[insert Table 6 about here] 
Apart from the above within-subject factor analyses, follow-up MANOVAs 
indicated the effects of the between-subject factor, Gender, on different types of emotional 
sharing. There were significant gender differences in Joy [F (1,129) = 5.08, 2 < .05], 
Delight [F (1,129) = 9.80, u < .01], Sadness [F (1,129) = 8.53, p < .01], as well as Fear [F 
(1,129) = 12.37, .001]. Such differences reflect that females tended to share these four 
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emotions with their roommates significantly more than their male counterparts did. 
Predicting Emotional Sharing 
Zero-order Correlation Analyses revealed the pairwise association for 
self-perceived personality, perceived-other personality, interaction pattern, and 
communication concerns with the corresponding types of emotional sharing in the two 
genders (Appendix 2). But in order to test which variables exercise greater effect on 
predicting specific type of emotional sharing, Linear Multiple Regression Analyses were 
executed for subsequent interpretation. 
Linear Multiple Regression Analyses were employed to select which, and to 
what extent, the proposed variables predict the eight types of shared emotions. Separate 
analyses were performed for the male and female samples. This could allow us to check in 
what aspects the two genders might show similar or different regression result patterns. 
Emotional experience for the corresponding emotional sharing was entered first 
as the control for subsequent analyses^ This could help to check the potentially unique 
contribution of the following predictors. Table 7 depicts the mean scores and correlation 
with emotional sharing of this control variable in both the male and female samples. 
Compared with the female counterparts, male participants generally reported lower mean 
scores in experiencing all the Positive Emotions, Fear and Sadness, but higher in Anger 
and Disgust. Among males, there are consistently significant correlation between 
emotional experience and emotional sharing (except for Fear). Yet, among females, only 
the experience of Joy, Surprise and Anger showed significant correlation with the 
corresponding emotional sharing. 
[insert Table 7 about here] 
Then, in the second block, all the eight dimensions of Self-ratings in SAPPS 
were entered so as to see whether personality disposition would add significant prediction 
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in emotional sharing beyond the emotion experience. Self-perceived personality was 
entered before all the variables, since these personality perceptions were presumed to set 
the stage for the individual to perceive other's personality, to interact with others, as well 
as to give different values of communication concerns when sharing different emotions. 
Lastly, in the third block, all the remaining potential predictors including 
Perceived-other-ratings in SAPPS (8 dimensions), Interaction Pattern (2 dimensions) and 
Communication Concerns (6 dimensions) were entered. Stepwise method was adopted 
because at this stage, we would like to explore which variables had significant 
contribution in predicting that specific emotional sharing. As gf is sensitive to the number 
of predictors, the adjusted R^ would be used to indicate the final explained variance. 
In the male sample, the final equations accounted for 50% to 75% of variance 
across different types of emotional sharing. And all the final regression models showed 
significant F-values. Table 8 displays the standardized regression coefficients of the 
significant predictors (g < .05) for each type of emotional sharing in males. Among 
females, the final equations explained 44% to 75% of variance across different types of 
emotional sharing. Again, all the final regression models showed significant F-values. 
Table 9 displays the standardized regression coefficients of these significant predictors (g> 
< .05) for each type of emotional sharing in the female sample. 
[insert Table 8 about here] 
[insert Table 9 about here: 
Regression results based on the two-emotion-approach (Positive Emotions & 
Negative Emotions) were reported in Table 8 and Table 9. Roughly speaking, males 
higher in self-perceived Helpfulness tended to share both Positive Emotions = . 17, p 
< .05) and Negative Emotions (B = . 18, £ < .05) more. Both the males and females shared 
Negative Emotions more when they regarded their roommates as higher in Emotional 
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Stability (B = .24, .01 and B = .21,;e< .05 respectively). Also, both the male and 
female participants would share their Positive Emotions and Negative Emotions more 
with those roommates who shared more as well (B ranged from .58 to .85, £ < .001). 
Besides, when females perceived their roommate higher in Competence-to-Understand, 
they were more likely to share both Positive Emotions (B = .26, ^ < .01) and Negative 
Emotions (B = .46, £ < .01). 
In order to have a more detailed understanding of each specific type of 
emotional sharing, regression results based on the eight types of shared emotions were 
examined: 
Emotional Experience. In the male sample, the first step (with Emotional 
Experience only) significantly predicted nearly all types of emotional sharing, ranged 
from Joy [AF = 14.26, £ < .001, A R ^ - . 1 2 ] to Sadness [AF = 4.92，^<.05, AR^- .08] . 
Yet, there was the only exception for Fear [AF = .50, £ = n. s., .01). Based on these 
first step results, males who experienced more the suggested emotions were more 
predisposed in sharing their emotions with their same-sex friends. 
In contrast, among the females, the first step (with Emotion Experience only) 
significantly predicted the sharing of Joy [AF = 11.95, £ < .001, .16] and Anger 
[ A F = 8.02, £ < .01, A r 2 = .11] only. This means that female's emotional sharing was not 
inherently associated with specific emotional experience in general. 
Nevertheless, the final regression models demonstrated a different picture on 
the role of emotional experience in predicting emotional sharing. Referring to Table 8 and 
9, both male and female participants' emotional experience, in general, did not 
significantly predict the tendency of emotional sharing. Intriguingly, the emotional 
experience of Anger could still yield significant prediction for Anger sharing in both the 
male (B = .28,位 < .01) and female (B = .40，£< .001) samples. This illustrates that 
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individuals, males and females, who experienced Anger more would also be more likely 
to share Anger with their same-sex friends. 
Self-perceived Personality^. In the male sample, the second step (adding all the 
eight self-perceived personality dimensions) showed significant F-values in Joy [F (9, 47) 
=4.58, £ < .05], Anticipation [F (9, 45) - 2.65, £ < .05], and Sadness [F (9, 46) = 2.37, £ 
< .05]. However, there was no significant F-value change across all the eight types of 
emotional sharing. Among the females, the second-step analyses did not show significant 
F-values, nor significant F-value change across all types of shared emotions. These results 
indicate that self-perceived personality dimensions together did not have statistically 
incremental predictive power beyond Emotional Experience in the present study. 
But these findings do not necessarily mean that self-perceived personality has 
no association with emotional sharing. Based on the final regression models, some 
Self-perceived Personality dimensions did enter in the regression equations to predict 
certain types of emotional sharing to different extents in different samples. In male-male 
communication, the eight personality dimensions reflected different predictive powers 
across different types of emotional sharing, except Delight and Anger. In particular, 
self-perceived Openness to Experience (6 = -.20, £ < .05) and Application (B = .27,£< .01) 
showed negative betas in Anticipation. This suggests that males who perceived 
themselves higher in Openness to Experience and Application tended to share less 
Anticipation. Also, males who perceived themselves higher in Restraint were less likely to 
share Disgust (B = -.18, .05) and Sadness (B = -.23, £ < .01). Besides, males who 
perceived themselves higher in Emotional Stability and Extraversion would share less 
Fear (B = -.27, .01 and B = .25, .01 respectively). 
In the female sample, self-perceived Application demonstrated negative beta in 
Surprise (B = -.24,忌 < .05). This reflects that females who perceived themselves higher in 
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Application would be less liable to share Surprise. Also, females who perceived 
themselves higher in Emotional Stability would share more Disgust (B = .20, £ < .05). 
With all the remaining variables being entered in the third block (stepwise 
procedure), the final regression models of all the eight types of emotional sharing (Table 8 
& 9) were formulated. Significant predictors from different dimensions could be 
pinpointed as follows: 
Perceived-other Personality. Perceived-other Emotional Stability showed 
positive betas in Surprise (B = .27, £<.01 , AR^= .04), Anger (B = .37, £ < .001, AR^ 
二 .12), and Sadness (B = 25, £<.01, AR^- .05 ) [in males], and Fear (B = .24,它 < .05, 
A r 2 = .05) [in females]. Thus, males who perceived their own roommate higher in 
Emotional Stability would be more likely to share Surprise, Anger, and Sadness. Also, 
when females perceived their own roommate higher in Emotional Stability, they would 
share Fear more. Besides, perceived-other Helpfulness displayed positive betas in Disgust 
(B = .24, £<.01, .05) [in males], and Joy (B = .26,公 < .001, .03) and Delight 
(B = .25, n < .01, .07) [in females]. These results illustrate that roommates who 
were perceived higher in Helpfulness would associate with males' higher tendency to 
share Disgust, as well as females' higher tendency to share Joy and Delight. 
Specifically in the female sample, those who perceived their roommates higher 
in Intellect would tend to share more Anger = .21, .05, A g f = .03) and Sadness (B 
=.21, < .05, AR^ = .03). Also, when females perceived their own roommate with higher 
Restraint, they would be less likely to share Joy (B = -.25, £ < .001, .04). 
Interaction Pattern. Other's tendency to share was measured in the same way as 
one's own tendency to share*. How the participants perceived their own roommate's 
sharing consistently and significantly demonstrated positive betas across the eight types of 
emotions. Among males, B ranged from .52 to .78, ^ < .001, and A g f ranged from .27 
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to .49. Among females, B ranged from .25 to .64，^ < .05 to < .001, and AR^ ranged 
from .03 to .49. Thus, when an individual perceived his/her same-sex friend more willing 
to share, the individual would also be more likely to share the emotions, and vice versa. 
However, Communion score did not enter the final regression equations, except 
Surprise in females (B = .27, ^ < .01, AR^= .06). Curve estimation analyses demonstrated 
the significant liner relation between emotional sharing and Communion in both genders. 
This indicates that the non-significant prediction of Communion was not due to its 
potential level-off effect on emotional exchange. Also, zero-order correlation (Appendix 2) 
illustrated that Communion rating was significantly associated with all types of emotional 
sharing in both the male (r ranged from .27 to .50) and female (r ranged from .31 to .51) 
samples. Communion score was indeed related to different types of emotional sharing. 
But compared with other predictors, Communion score was not robust enough to enter in 
the final regression models. 
Communication Concerns. Males reported their concern of Self-competence to 
Share when sharing Fear (B = .39, g < .001, Ag^二 .07). Females reported such a concern 
when sharing Delight (B = .25, £ < .01, .05) and Anticipation (B 二 21, £<.01, AR^ 
二 .10). Thus, individuals with higher self-perceived competence in sharing that emotion 
would be more likely to share that emotion. Besides, Time-and-Place showed positive 
betas in Surprise (B = .21,e< .05, A R ^ - .10) and Fear (B = .25,忌 < .05, A R ^ - .03) [in 
males], or Delight (B = .19, .05, .03) [in females]. This implies that males 
would be more liable to share Surprise and Fear when the time and place were regarded as 
more appropriate. So did females when sharing Delight with their same-sex friends. 
Particularly in the male sample, Impression Management showed positive betas 
in Delight (B = .24, ^ < .05, .04) and Surprise (B = .26, £ < .01, .04). So 
males tended to share Delight and Surprise when they regarded that such a sharing could 
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maintain their same-sex friend's impression to them. Also, Psychological Health showed 
positive betas in Joy (B - .23, £<.01, .04) and Anticipation (B = .28, ^  < .01, AR^ 
二 .05), but a negative beta in Fear (6 = -.40, .01, .03). This suggests that males 
would share Joy and Anticipation more when they acknowledged the benefits to their 
psychological health. But males would share Fear less when they regarded the drawbacks 
to their psychological states. 
By contrast，in the female sample, Relationship Facilitation indicated positive 
betas in Anticipation (B = .23,2 < .05, .03), Surprise (6 - .23, £ < .05, .04) 
and Disgust (B = .24, .05, A r 2 = .04). So, when females were more concerned with the 
potential of facilitating relationship development, they would be more prompt to share 
Anticipation, Surprise, and Disgust. In addition, Other-competence to Understand showed 
positive beta in Joy (B = .21,]^ < .001, A紀=.04) . Such a concern was even reliably 
significant in the domain of Negative Emotions, including Disgust (B = .44, ,001, A g f 
=.40), Anger (B = .53,u< .001, AR^二 .04, AR^= .38), Sadness (B - .40, £ < .001，AR^ 
=.28), and Fear (B = .28, 2 < . 0 1 ， . 0 7 ) . Hence, when females perceived their 
same-sex friend with higher competence in understanding these specific emotional 
sharing, they would be more likely to share such emotions. 
In a nutshell, the intriguing pattern is that in the male sample, Impression 
Management and Psychological Health were found to be significant same-sex 
communication concerns, while Relationship Facilitation and Other-competence to 
Understand did not enter the final regression equations across all the eight specific types 
of emotional sharing. Conversely, among females, Relationship Facilitation and 
Other-competence to Understand were found to be significant same-sex communication 
concerns, while Impression Management and Psychological Health did not enter the final 
regression equations across all the eight specific types of emotional sharing� 
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Discussion 
Sharing across the Eight Types of Emotions 
As hypothesized, people were more likely to share positive emotions than 
negative emotions, regardless of the whole domain or specific type of emotions. People in 
collectivist cultures (like our Hong Kong participants) try to express positive emotions for 
maintaining group harmony (Goodwin & Tang，1999; Matsumoto, 2000). In particular, 
both the males and females in the present study tended to rate Joy as the most widely 
shared emotion. Happiness is one of the most desirable emotions (Andersen & Guerrero, 
1998), which can be expressed in different levels of friendships (Gaines, 1998). Shaver et 
al. (1987) concluded that Joy can be expressed by talking enthusiastically, and/or sharing 
the good feeling (to make others feel good as well). This implies that sharing Joy is just 
the manifestation of Joy itself. Reasonably, the two genders are similar in the respect of 
the most shared emotion. 
For the least shared emotion, prominent gender differences emerged, which were 
consistent with the past research findings. In same-sex-friend communication, males 
tended to share less Sadness and Fear, which are feminine-stereotyped, related to the 
perception of one's low potency, and may ruin the male power orientation (Timmers, et al., 
1998; Anderson & Leaper, 1998; Shaver et al., 1987). Conversely, in female-female 
communication, Anger was the least shared emotion. With gender role socialization 
processes, girls leam to inhibit or internalize their Anger, a masculine-stereotyped and 
socially undesirable emotion (Anderson & Leaper, 1998; Broby，1985; Guerrero, 1994). 
On the other hand, the second hypothesis was supported that females were more 
likely to share emotions with their same-sex friends than their male counterparts in 
general. Through socialization, boys leam to act on or suppress most of their emotions 
(Broby & Hall, 1993; Fivush, Brotman, Buckner, & Goodman, 2000). Also, females, on 
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average, value and engage in emotion-focused communication more than males (Aukett, 
et al., 1988; Burleson et al., 1996; Ivy & Backlund, 1994). These findings highlight why 
females tended to share all the full range of emotions more than males, especially in Joy, 
Delight, Sadness and Fear. Joy and Delight are two positive emotions that may help 
females to build their social relationships, while Sadness and Fear are two negative 
emotions that are socially acceptable and stereotypic for females to share. 
Therefore, it is plausible to claim that people in Hong Kong manifest similar 
emotional sharing tendencies with those findings derived from the past Western research. 
Implicitly, the extents of sharing different types of emotions may be culture-specific, but 
the patterns of emotional sharing seem to be pancultural. Moreover, there were significant 
differences found in the extents of sharing different emotions among our Hong Kong 
Chinese participants. This may suggest that the inherent characteristics of these eight 
emotions are somehow perceived differently from each other. From the evolutionary 
perspective, different types of emotions serve different adaptive functions (Buss，1990; 
Plutchik, 1980). And so，people may experience and communicate these basic emotions to 
different extents. In this regard, the question of which factors are underlying an 
individual's tendency to share a particular emotion becomes more stimulating. 
Factors Underlying Different Types of Emotional Sharing 
Based on the final regression models across the eight primary emotions, each set 
of proposed factors showed different extents of prediction, and indicated some systematic 
gender-linked characteristics in different types of emotional sharing: 
Emotional Experience 
There was an interesting point regarding this control variable, Emotional 
Experience. Both the males and females who experienced Anger more also tended to 
share Anger more with their same-sex friends. In contrast, other types of emotional 
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experience did not yield such significantly direct relationships with their corresponding 
types of emotional sharing. This indicates that sharing Anger is primarily, though not 
solely, dependent on the actual anger-inducing events encountered or recalled (28% 
among males and 40% among females). Possibly, individuals who express their Anger 
more are those higher in the "trait Anger" (Barbour, Eckhardt, Davison, & Kassinove, 
1998; Matin & Watson, 1997; Ausbrooks, Thomas，& Williams, 1995). This means that 
they have a higher likelihood to experience Anger and feel difficult to suppress their 
Anger, an emotion perceived as illegitimate frustration, harm or pain (Shaver et al, 1987). 
Other types of shared emotions may not largely associate with the emotional experience 
as Anger does, but may be triggered by emotional contagion, imagination, intrinsic 
conversational enjoyment, and the like. Alternatively, the following predictors exercise 
larger effects and so suppress the predictive role of emotional experience in other types of 
emotional sharing. 
Self-perceived Personality 
In male-male communication, those perceived themselves higher in Openness to 
Experience and Application would be less likely to share Anticipation. This pattern seems 
to be related to the very nature of Anticipation itself. Anticipation is an emotion 
characterized by approaching toward a familiar stimulus. Males, who perceived 
themselves as preferring complexity and novelty (i.e. high in Openness to Experience), 
might not be prompt to focus on one particular goal only. Thus, they reported less sharing 
on Anticipation. Besides, Anticipation is an emotion targeted to future event, with the 
sense of hope and wish. Males, who perceived themselves to be practical and hardworking 
(i.e. high in Application), might not prefer to have much fantasy. Leung (1999) also found 
that people higher in self-rated Application tended to be lower in communication 
motivation, and were less likely to use feelings to guide their communication behaviors. 
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Consequently, less Anticipation was shared among these males. 
Also, males with higher self-perceived Restraint were more reserved in sharing 
Disgust and Sadness. Restraint is a trait endorsing cautious and conscientious orientation. 
Such a personality disposition is related to the Chinese's emphasis on politeness, concern 
on face-saving, as well as modesty in emotion expression (Tarn & Bond, 2000). As males 
are generally reserved in sharing their emotions, then males with higher Restraint might 
further share less Disgust and Sadness with their same-sex friends. 
Besides, self-perceived Emotional Stability and Extraversion had a negative 
relation with Fear sharing among males. When males perceived themselves as relaxed in 
general (i.e. high in Emotional Stability), they might perceive themselves to be less likely 
being aroused by fear-eliciting events, and were not willing to share Fear in front of their 
male friends. In addition, males perceived themselves to be sociable and passionate (i.e. 
high in Extraversion), they would tend not to express Fear. Otherwise, sharing Fear might 
affect their social bonding with others. 
In the female sample, those perceived themselves higher in Application tended to 
share Surprise less. Surprise, like Anticipation, is an emotion approaching to an 
unexpected future event. Females, who perceived themselves to be practical and 
hardworking, might be more concentrated on current rather than future states. Also, 
people higher in self-rated Application tended to have lower communication motivation 
(Leung, 1999), and so less sharing on Surprise. 
In sum, it is reasonable to contend that certain personality dimensions are 
somehow communication-related, and so predetermine the extents of emotional sharing in 
different gender groups. But the bottom line is that these personal characteristics vary with 
the types of emotions. For instance，both males and females with higher Application 
reported less sharing in Anticipation or Surprise, which are future-oriented emotions. Yet, 
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this personality trait showed no pervasive role in other types of emotional sharing. Thus, 
self-perceived personality exhibits its predictive power subject to the particular types of 
emotional sharing. 
Perceived-other Personality 
When males perceived their same-sex friends higher in Emotional Stability, they 
were more likely to share Surprise, Anger, and Sadness. Similar trend was found in 
females when sharing Fear. Emotional Stability is a personality trait to be even-tempered 
and relaxed in general. Young adults value affect management as the most important 
personal quality in same-sex friendship (Burleson, et al., 1996). In this way, perceiving 
target friend high in Emotional Stability might indicate the perception of better affect 
management. This would then encourage our participants to share their emotions. Besides, 
people higher in Emotional Stability also incline to be relatively supportive and 
encouraging communicators than those higher in Neuroticism (Weaver, 1998). So, when 
perceiving the friend was emotionally stable enough to listen and response positively, 
both males and females would be more willing to share with such a friend. 
In addition, perceiving other higher in Helpfulness were associated with more 
sharing on Disgust among males. In females, those perceived other higher in Helpfulness 
were more likely to share Joy and Delight. Helpfulness is a personality trait capturing 
kindness and trustfulness. People high in Helpfulness seem to be more able to infer other's 
message meanings, listen attentively, and interact sensitively (Leung, 1999). This trait， 
mapped with Agreeableness (McCrae, et al., 1998)，enables the target communicator to be 
more empathic to others' feelings and concerns, as well as be able to appreciate others' 
perspectives (McAdams, 1994). Such a desirable personal quality may then foster a belief 
of positive communicative responses and so motivate people to share their emotions 
(Knapp & Vangelisti, 1996). Hence, our participants inclined to share Disgust, Joy or 
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Delight, with their same-sex friends higher in Helpfulness. 
Also, when female participants perceived their friends higher in Intellect, they 
tended to share Anger and Sadness more. Intellect is a personality construct taping 
intelligence and analytical-thinking. Female friends, who are perceived as high in Intellect, 
may be able to offer affective support with sensible solutions to our female participants. 
Intellect is also a personality quality predicting a higher competence in initiating and 
maintaining communication (Leung, 1999). So, females tend to share Anger and Sadness 
more when perceiving the target same-sex friend with higher Intellect. 
In addition, perceiving other higher in Restraint would lead to less sharing in Joy 
among females. Restraint is a personal trait tapping cautious and conscientious orientation. 
People higher in Restraint may denote a more inscrutable or indifferent response when 
listening. In the eyes of most people, a typically intimate level of self-disclosure is rooted 
in the belief of positive feedback from that particular communicator (Miller, 1990). 
Without open and positive feedbacks, females might feel discouraged to share their Joy 
with restraint friends. 
In the present study, perceiving other with higher Emotional Stability, 
Helpfulness and Intellect significantly promoted one's likelihood in sharing different 
types of emotions. As Gu (1991) highlighted, the five common criteria for considering 
"insider" among the Chinese are nice, trustworthy, caring, helpful and empathetic (see 
Gao, 1996). These desirable personal qualities are somehow overlapping with the 
aforementioned perceived-other personality variables. So, in same-sex communication, 
people lean to share their emotions with those being perceived with more favorable traits. 
Specific Emotional Sharing Tendency 
As hypothesized, the same-sex friend's tendency to share (perceived by the 
participants) consistently showed robust and positive prediction (52-78% in males and 
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37-64% in females) across the eight different types of emotional sharing. This illustrates 
that one's emotional sharing is largely determined by the target communicator's previous 
sharing behaviors. When an individual perceives other with a higher propensity to share 
emotions, he/she would also tend to share different emotions more. The mechanism 
behind this reciprocal sharing pattern can be accounted by Social Exchange Theory and 
Expectancy Violation Theory. Both of these theories build their bases on the perceived 
rewardingness of an interpersonal interaction (Afifi & Metts，1998), but they project 
different focuses. 
In light of Social Exchange Theory (see Foa & Foa, 1972; Haslam, 1995; Stamp, 
Vangelisti, & Knapp, 1994), interpersonal relationships can be characterized by the 
constant exchange of resources like love, status and information. For a rewarding 
relationship, people would try to balance the perceived costs and rewards between the two 
sides involved. Self-disclosures can be regarded as resources, which are beneficial to 
others (Miller, 1990). Thus, if one side has shared a certain degree of emotions with 
his/her target friend, that target friend would return a proportionally equal degree of 
emotional sharing as well. Such a reciprocity norm illuminates that people would strongly 
expect and share emotions subject to how much they have received from others. At this 
stance, Social Exchange Theory seems to describe the goal and the final equilibrium state 
of an interpersonal communication exchange, namely the balance between rewards and 
costs. However, as emotional communication is a process, interacters' emotional 
exchanges are supposed to vary with the relationship development. The degree of 
emotional sharing to one another may be sometimes more or less than the expected extent, 
or sometimes in a sharp contrast to it. So, what would happen if there were discrepancies 
on the corresponding emotions shared by others? 
Expectancy Violation Theory (Affi & Metts, 1998; Burgoon, 1993; Stamp et al., 
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1994) serves another thread in understanding that reciprocal emotional sharing. 
According to this theory, people have formed some primary interaction schemata or 
frames about what communicative behaviors are typical and appropriate. These 
expectancies would also define and direct people to share and receive particular types or 
degree of emotions. If the individual reckons upon a high degree of emotional sharing 
from another person but the outcome is violated. Then, the person would evaluate whether 
such an expectation is positively violated (i.e. have favorable relational change) or 
negatively violated (i.e. impose detrimental relational change). Positive expectancy 
violations produce more desirable interaction patterns than negative ones, and 
interestingly, even than expectancy confirmation (Burgoon & LePoire, 1993). So，the 
types of expectancy violations (positive or negative) would guide people to adjust their 
emotional sharing with one another throughout the whole interaction process and 
relationship development. From this theoretical position, Expectancy Violation Theory 
delineates how the cognitive interpretation shapes the dynamic process of interpersonal 
exchange of different emotions. 
Therefore, grounded with the aforementioned Social Exchange Theory, people 
would try to maintain or adjust emotional sharing at a similar amount or depth with what 
the target communicator has shared. These judgements and responses enable the 
individual to reduce the anxiety from violations and re-form the social expectations again. 
Hence, emotional sharing is an interdependent and coherently reciprocated exchange 
process. Other's emotional sharing often acts as a cornerstone in predicting one's sharing, 
regardless of the types of emotions or genders. On this ground, Social Exchange Theory 
and Expectation Violation Theory work together to account for the parallel pattern of 
emotional sharing between same-sex friend dyads. The former one pinpoints the ultimate 
and equilibrium state of interpersonal emotional sharing, while the latter one highlights 
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the evaluations and on-going adjustments throughout the sharing process. 
Taking culture into consideration, although reciprocity norm may not be 
universal (DeVito, 1998), Chinese tend to emphasize "mutual aid" and "mutual care" as 
the affirmation and symbolization of the relationship quality (Gao, 1996). People in 
Chinese culture tend to have a sense of moral obligation to reciprocate between both sides 
appropriately (Goodwin & Tang, 1996). Reciprocation can be greetings, favors, gifts (Gao, 
1996). Chinese people may even regard emotional sharing as a rewarding exchange 
process. Thus, the spiral nature of emotional sharing is further established when 
embedding it within the Chinese culture. 
Overall Relationship Evaluation 
Although the specific emotional sharing tendency showed robust prediction in all 
the emotions, the overall general relationship did not yield significant prediction in both 
the male and female samples (except Surprise in females). This result is contrary to our 
original hypothesis. But still, it does not necessarily mean that the general relationship 
evaluation itself plays no part in one's emotional sharing. Correlation analyses showed 
that, at least, there were significantly moderate association between the tendency of 
emotional sharing and the overall relationship evaluation. Plausibly, instead of direct 
effect, the intimacy level of a relationship may mediate other's tendency to share, and then 
indirectly foster the emotional exchange between the same-sex friend dyads. Such a 
mediation effect of relationship strength on emotional sharing can be another point worthy 
to be analyzed in future research. 
As mentioned, interpersonal interaction pattern can be conceptualized as specific 
and general levels, namely dyadic emotional sharing tendency and overall relationship 
evaluation. While specific sharing tendency could consistently predict emotional sharing 
in both genders, overall relationship quality relatively did not contribute as much. 
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Regarding the notion of "level of correspondence" suggested by Ajzen and Fishbein 
(1980), specific and clearly defined attitudes can help to predict specific actual behavior; 
while general and overall attitudes can help to predict general behavior categories. In the 
same fashion, when investigating emotional sharing tendency, proximal factors just like 
Perceived-other Tendency to Share can yield robust prediction, whereas distal factors 
such as Overall Relationship Evaluation cannot exercise similarly direct prediction. Thus, 
the specificity and relevancy of variables also play an important role in predicting the 
target behavior. 
Communication Concerns 
Remarkable gender-linked communication propensities can be further 
underlined by their different communication concerns. First, males tended to share 
Delight and Surprise when they regarded that such a sharing could maintain their 
same-sex friend's impression to them, which implies a motivation for power control or 
competition (Timmers et al., 1998). We hypothesized and found that males shared their 
emotions based on the concern of Impression Management. Delight and Surprise are two 
positive emotions; sharing these emotions might help project a favorable image to other 
male friends. 
Besides, males would share Joy and Anticipation more when they acknowledged 
the benefits to their psychological health. But males would share Fear less when they 
regarded the drawbacks to their psychological states. Joy and Anticipation are two 
positive emotions, which are intrinsically promising for one's psychological state. With 
such an instrumental concern, males tend to share these two emotions. Nevertheless, 
males lean to avoid sharing Fear for the sake of Psychological Health. Apparently, they 
envision that such an emotion is not male-appropriate or implying impotence, particularly 
in front of other males (Fivush, et al., 2000; Timmers, et al., 1998). 
Emotional Communication iii 
In female-female communication, when they were more concerned with the 
potential of facilitating relationship development, they would be more prompt to share 
Anticipation, Surprise, and Disgust. Females were found to use communication for 
expressing affection and seeking inclusion (Rubin, et al., 1988). When females share 
emotions, they are probably concerned about whether sharing such emotions facilitate the 
development of a relationship. 
In addition, when females perceived their same-sex friend with higher 
competence in understanding their emotional sharing, they would be more willing to share 
Joy, and all the Negative Emotions (Disgust, Anger, Sadness, and Fear). Since females 
often value the importance of communication interaction (Ivy & Backlund, 1994; Wright, 
1998), they may expect that their listeners are able to feel with their excitements and 
distresses. Besides, distressed people often regard talking about feelings is profoundly 
helpful for them, since this sharing process can facilitate themselves to reappraise the 
depressed event, to receive understanding and care (Burleson, & Goldsmith, 1998; Rime, 
et al., 1991). Females particularly hold strong expectation for emotional support for each 
other (Burleson, et al” 2000). Thus, when females share negative emotions，other's 
competence in understanding the emotions is a rather predictive and significant concern. 
The more impressive findings are the gender-linked communication concerns 
based on the eight-emotion regression equations. When sharing different emotions, males 
appeared to be more concerned with Impression Management and Psychological Health. 
Whereas, females tended to be more concerned with Relationship Facilitation and 
Other-competence to Understand. Thus, male-male and female-female sharing do not 
only depend on the types of emotions, but also the underlying communication concerns 
behind. 
Such gender differences are compatible with the past Western studies (e.g. 
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Rosenfeld, 1979; Rubin et al.，1988; Timmers et al., 1998). Specifically, the main motive 
for males to regulate emotions is to stay in power control. Communication concern is on 
the instrumental effects of emotional expression for oneself (e.g. one's impression and 
psychological health). By contrast, the motive for females to regulate emotions is mainly 
stay in relationship-oriented and interpersonal attributes. Communication concern is on 
the outcomes of emotion expressional involving other parties. Convincingly, men tend to 
speak with a language of status and independence, whereas women tend to speak with a 
language of connection and intimacy (Tannen, 1990; Wood, 1986; Wright, 1998). But 
why do males and females develop with different concerns in emotional communication? 
Different theoretical frameworks can account for the origins of these potential 
gender differences. In light of psychoanalytical theories and developmental perspectives 
(Karbon, et al., 1992; Fivush, et al., 2000; Wood, 2000), males establish their identities 
independent of others, whereas females carve their identities depending on others. Thus, 
when interacting with others, females tend to be relatively interpersonal-oriented than 
males. In addition, from the evolutionary position (Buss, 1995; Buss, 1990; Andersen, 
1998), throughout human history, men mostly performed as hunter or food-gatherer while 
women were mostly responsible for domestic affairs and child bearing. This sex-linked 
role differentiation serves as the basis for males to strive for power and status, but females 
to develop better social skills and greater interpersonal sensitivity. Although both males 
and females would engage in emotional sharing with their same-sex friend, they are 
driven by different kinds of communication concerns. 
Besides, the gender role effects on emotional communication can be further 
qualified by cultural orientation. For instance, Fischer and Manstead (2000) suggested 
that cultures endorsing higher masculinity (like Hong Kong, ref. Hofstede, 1980) would 
presume a remarkable gender-role distinction between males and females. Males are 
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expected to be tough and towards material success, and so they learn to regulate their 
emotions for power concern. In contrast, females should be tender and towards social 
relations, and so they are permitted to have greater emotionality for interconnectedness. In 
sum, the status of the men and women within a society helps to modify the extents and 
ranges of emotionality in the two genders. 
Limitation and Further Studies 
As a preliminary research on emotional sharing, the present study has not 
examined many potential mediation and moderation effects among different variables. 
For instance，personality perceptions may also have an indirect role on emotional sharing. 
In other words, personality dimensions may color the dyadic interaction pattern, and thus 
mediating the final emotional sharing tendency. It was found that perceived-other 
personality characteristics are related to satisfaction and liking to each other in friendship, 
which in turn mediate the amount of self-disclosure (Deutsch, Sullivan, Sage, & Basile, 
1991). In addition, affect-related personality characteristics plausibly interact with an 
individual's emotional experiences, which again shaping the individual's propensity of 
emotional sharing. Fossum and Barett (2000) suggested that people describing themselves 
as neurotic may have a lower threshold to admit undesirable emotional experiences, and 
this evaluation would induce much more negative affect to them. Hence, there are still lots 
of potential relations among the variables. We await a more comprehensive and 
large-scale study to further explore and confirm the present findings, and so draw the lines 
for linking up the variables in psychological, social and cognitive aspects. 
The present study was limited in same-sex friendship. Rose (1985) found that 
both males and females perceive same-sex friendship different from cross-sex friendship. 
In particular, females regarded cross-sex friendship as having relatively fewer 
acceptances, less intimacy, though with more companionship than same-sex friendship. 
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Both males and females evaluate female friends are more capable in comforting personal 
distress, which produces pulling effect on emotion-related disclosures (Kunkel & 
Burleson, 1999). Apparently, males approaching female friend to share different emotions 
may be somewhat different from approaching male friends; so do females. With different 
attributes towards same- and cross-sex friendship, the emotional sharing pattern and 
underlying factors may be different between these two types of friendship, especially for 
the dyadic factors (perceived-other personality and interaction pattern). 
Moreover, we need more evidence to claim whether the present findings can be 
generalized to other types of interpersonal relationships. As in Chinese culture, the notion 
of hierarchy and role is pervasively guiding the culture-appropriate interaction patterns for 
different personal relationships (Gao, 1996). Ordering relationships by role and observing 
this role order are highly valued in most East Asian cultures. Thus, in order to behave 
upon the cultural norms, Hong Kong people may share their emotions differently 
regarding different hierarchical relationships. The present study thus provides a 
conceptual currency for further research on how emotional sharing patterns vary with 
different types of relationships. 
Besides, the present study was limited to the self-report data. Emotional sharing 
is indeed highly dependent on the dyadic interaction characteristics. Mutual perception 
and evaluation do account for the role of different related variables, like personality 
perceptions (self-other agreement) and relationship evaluation. Taken together, it may be 
more insightful and reliable if the data could be derived from both sides of the friends (see 
Miller, 1990; Wong & Bond, 1999). This suggested approach may provide a more fuller 
picture on emotional sharing among male and female friend dyads in the future� 
Implications 
Some theoretical implications on emotional communication can be concluded 
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from the present study. First, the nature of the emotion does influence its likelihood to be 
shared. For example, people tend to share Joy consistently more than all the other 
emotions. Since Joy is a positive emotion that may foster interpersonal harmony and 
cohesiveness, which is highly regarded in collectivist culture as Hong Kong. How a 
person conceptualizes, perceives, and evaluates a particular type of emotion is largely 
based on the cultural beliefs and display rules (Gao, et al., 1996; Saami, 1999). Culture 
also shapes the perception and manifestation of the interaction ways of different 
relationships (Goodwin & Tang, 1998; Smith & Bond, 1999). So, in order to understand 
emotional sharing better, the issue should be embedded within the cultural contexts. 
In addition, gender characteristics shape the emotional sharing pattern. Although 
gender is not the single factor influencing the person's emotional sharing, remarkable 
gender differences can be observed. For instance, the two genders tend to hold different 
conceptions of emotional sharing. In same-sex communication, Impression Management 
and Psychological Health seem to be male-related concerns, whereas Relationship 
Facilitation and Other-competence to Understand appear to be female-related concerns. 
Nevertheless, these findings by no means imply that there are more gender differences 
than gender similarities, which is a hot-debate prevalent in gender research (e.g. Kunkel & 
Burleson, 1999; Tannen, 1990; Wright, 1998). At least, the two genders would engage in 
emotional sharing with their same-sex friends. And they all consistently showed 
reciprocal sharing pattern across different types of emotions. Therefore, the two genders 
can be argued as in the same or different culture(s), depending on the standpoint set for 
discussion. Furthermore, the overlapping between males and females is dynamic to 
change with the transformation of sex-role ideology in the society. 
By and large, the present study has taken the first step to answer the extents of 
sharing different types of emotions among Hong Kong college students with their 
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same-sex friends. It has also illuminated the potential factors underlying emotional 
sharing in males and females. Among the individual factors, some of the self-perceived 
personality dispositions, such as Application and Restraint, appear to be 
communication-related and directly associate with emotional sharing. Various 
communication concerns exhibit different roles when sharing different types of emotions. 
Among the dyadic factors, some perceived-other personality traits, like Emotional 
Stability and Helpfulness, seem to be desirable personal qualities to encourage people to 
disclose emotion-laden messages. Other's emotional sharing tendency consistently 
predicts one's (male's or female's) sharing for all types of emotions. Social Exchange 
Theory and Expectation Violation Theory serve as the framing devices to interpret this 
on-going reciprocated sharing pattern. The overall relationship evaluation, a distal factor, 
seems not to be a direct variable underlying emotional sharing because of its inadequate 
specificity and relevancy to the defined topic. This highlights that prediction analyses are 
based on the nature of the factors. In brief, the present study has demonstrated the basic 
nature of emotional sharing: it is an interdependent and coherently reciprocated exchange 
process, and varies as a function of the specific types of emotions and genders involved. 
Apart from the above theoretical insights, research on emotional sharing can 
provide practical values. For example, emotional sharing can help to decrease the 
emotional conflicts within the individual (Colby & Emmons, 1997). It can also help an 
individual to understand their inner feelings better，and to get coping strategies for 
difficult emotions (Rime et al. 1991). Appropriate emotional sharing can also enhance 
relationship intimacy between individuals (see Berg, 1984; Deutsch, et al., 1991; Ivy & 
Backlund, 1994; Miller, 1999). Thus, it is fruitful to pay more effort and resources in 
promoting the academic and public understanding on emotional sharing and 
communication. 
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Footnotes 
1. For Helpfulness in SAPPS (self-ratings), its tapped item 18 (Inclined to defend own 
errors — Quick to admit own errors) yielded a relatively low but still positive item-total 
correlation, r = .09. By deleting this item could only increase the reliability alpha 
from .43 to .51. Counter-checking with Helpfulness for perceiving-other ratings, the 
overall alpha was indeed very satisfactory, a = .74; if deleting item 18 would even 
decrease the alpha. Considering the past research and strong theoretical basses for 
Helpfulness dimension, item 18 was still kept in the analysis. Precaution would be 
taken for subsequent interpretation. 
For Assertiveness in SAPPS (perceived-other-ratings), no item with negative item-total 
correlation, and deleting any item could only lead to alpha decrease or unchanged. So, 
the reliability of this dimension was still regarded as acceptable. 
2. Regarding the factor pattern, Surprise tended to load on both Positive and Negative 
Emotions in the male sample. Also, Fear tended to double-load on Positive and 
Negative Emotions in the females. But still, the relative sizes of the factor loadings of 
these two emotions seemingly correspond to the past literatures: Surprise can be 
regarded as Positive Emotions, while Fear is supposed to be Negative Emotions 
(Gaines, 1998; Stapley & Haviland, 1989). Therefore, for the sake of clarity and 
simplicity, subsequent data-analyses and interpretation would be based on the 
aforementioned two-factor model for classifying those eight types of emotions. 
3. There were consistently significant intercorrelations between the frequency and 
intensity of emotion experience in both the male and female samples. The Cronbach's 
alphas ranged from .52 to .82, £ < .01 (2-tailed) in the males, and range from .67 to .79, 
2 < .01 (2-tailed) in the females (except for Delight with .38 significant alpha). For the 
sake of clearer interpretation, frequency and intensity for each emotion were collapsed 
and taken the average as the control variable for further analyses. 
4. Both male and female participants also perceived their roommates to share those eight 
types of emotions with significantly intercorrelated frequency and intensity result 
patterns. The Cronbach's alphas ranged from .81 to .86，£ < .01 (2-tailed) in the males, 
and range from .74 to .87, g < .01 (2-tailed) in the females. Therefore, frequency and 
intensity for each emotion were collapsed and taken the average to indicate the 
roommate's tendency to share (perceived by the participants themselves). 
5. Zero-order correlation analyses were employed to check whether the eight 
Self-perceived Personality dimensions overlap the six suggested Communication 
Concerns. The associations between these two aspects were generally low and 
inconsistent across the eight types of emotional sharing. In the male sample, 
correlations ranged from r = -.30 to .48, ^ < .05 (2-tailed). In the female sample, 
correlations ranged from r = -36 to .32, ^ < .05 (2-tailed). So, the individuals' 
psychological traits and cognitive propensities were two distinctive constructs. 
Self-perceived Personality dimensions and Communication Concerns were remained in 
the regression analyses. 
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Table 1 
Eight Component Items of the Communion Scale 
Items in English Translation Factor 
Loading 
1. Our relationship is harmonious. .80 
2. Our relationship is friendly. .85 
3. Because of circumstances that neither he/she nor I can do .68 
anything about, there is quite a bit of tension and strain in our 
relationship. ( R / 
4. Our relationship is conflictual. (R) .62 
5. Our relationship is superficial. (R) .74 
6. Our relationship is tense. (R) .81 
7. When he/she and I get together, I enjoy a special kind of .65 
companionship that I don't get from any of my other 
acquaintances, 
8. Our relationship is close. .75 
Note. (R) = reversed items. 
Total variance explained by a single-factor model = 54.90% 
a item taken from ADF-F2. 
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Table 2 
Reliability Coefficients for Emotional Sharing Scale, SAPPS, Communion Scale and 
Communication Concerns Scale 
Scales . Dimensions Alpha 
Emotional Sharing Scale Subjective Emotion Experience .78 
Tendency to Share (Self) .95 
Tendency to Share (Other) .96 
SAPPS (Self-rating) Openness to Experience .73 







SAPPS (Perceived-other-rating) Openness to Experience .73 







Communion Scale .87 
Communication Concerns Scale Relationship Facilitation .88 
Impression Management .89 
Self-competence to Share .90 
Other-competence to Understand .91 
Psychological Health .91 
Time and Space .91 
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Table 3 
Factor Loadings on the Eight Types of Shared Emotions in the Male (M-M) and the 
Female (F-F) Samples 
Factor 1 Factor 2 
Types of emotions (Positive Emotions) (Negative Emotions) 
Male Female Male Female 
Joy M S I .22 .11 
Delight M .32 .31 
Anticipation M ^81 36 .25 
Surprise M ：69 .58 .48 
Disgust .30 .23 M M 
Anger .39 .15 J 3 3 1 
Sadness .32 .43 J 2 ^ 
Fear .22 .55 型 ：59 
Note. Varimax rotation with Kaiser Normalization converged in 3 iterations. 
Total variances explained by a 2-factor-model: 80.31% (male) and 73.09% (female). 
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Table 4 
Mean (standard deviation in parentheses) of Emotional Sharing in the Male (M-M) and 
the Female (F-F) Samples 
Types of Emotion Mean  
Male Female 
Positive Emotions 
POS 2.78 3.26 
(1.31) (1.16) 
Joy 3.07 3.74 
(1.57) (1.39) 
Delight 2.92 3.59 
(1.27) (1.13) 
Anticipation 2.55 2.92 
(1.59) (1.55) 
Surprise 2.46 2.81 
(1.54) (1.40) 
Negative Emotions 
NEG 1.88 2.50 
(1.40) (1.28) 
Disgust 2.03 2.36 
(1.59) (1.43) 
Anger 1.86 2.23 
(1.65) (1.64) 
Sadness 1.80 2.65 
(1.64) (1.66) 
Fear 1.88 2.81 
(1.40) (1.53) 
Note. Ns ranged from 63-67 for males and 69-70 for females. 
POS stands for the mean of the four corresponding positive emotions (i.e. Joy，Delight, 
Anticipation, and Surprise). 
NEG stands for the mean of the four corresponding negative emotions (i.e. Disgust, Anger, 
Sadness, and Fear). 
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Table 5 
Post-hoc Comparisons on the Mean Differences among the Eight Types of Emotional 
Sharing in the Male (M-M) Sample 
Positive Emotions Negative Emotions  
Joy Delight Antici- Surprise Disgust Anger Sadness Fear 
pation 
Joy — .18 .55 .60 1.02 1.20 1.27 1.17 
(n.s.) (*) (***) (***) (***) (***) (***) 
Delight -.18 — .34 .46 .80 .98 1.07 1.04 
•I I (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) (***) (***) ( _ ) (***) 
I I Anticipation -.55 -.34 — .09 .52 .68 .73 .60 
^ w (*) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) (**) (***) (**) 
Surprise -.60 -.46 -.09 — .41 .59 .66 .54 
(***) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) (**) (*) 
Disgust -1.02 -.80 -.52 -.41 — .14 .23 .17 
(***) (***) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) 
« g Anger -1.20 -.98 -.68 -.59 -.14 — .11 -.01 
I (***) (***) (**) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) 
I I Sadness -1.27 -1.07 -.73 -.66 -.23 -.11 — -.13 
^ w (***) (***) (***-) (**) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) 
Fear -1.17 -1.04 -.60 -.54 -.17 .01 .13 … 
(***) (***) (**) (*) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) 
Note. Valid N = 61 (listwise) 
Mean differences are computed by variables on ROW minus variables on COLUMN. 
* * 它 < 0 1 
001 
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Table 6 
Post-hoc Comparisons on the Mean Differences among the Eight Types of Emotional 
Sharing in the Female (F-F) Sample 
Positive Emotions Negative Emotions  
Joy Delight Antici- Surprise Disgust Anger Sadness Fear 
pation 
Joy — .15 .81 .92 1.38 1.47 1.05 .92 
(US) 
�g Delight -.15 — .66 .77 1.23 1.33 .91 .77 
> (n.s.) (**) (***) (***) (***) (***) (***) 
I I Anticipation -.81 -.66 — .11 .56 .64 .22 .11 
^ w (***) (**) (n.s.) (n.s.) (**) (n.s.) (n.s.) 
Surprise -.92 -.77 -.11 — .46 .62 .20 .00 
(***) (***) (n.s.) (n.s.) (**) (n.s.) (n.s.) 
Disgust -1.38 -1.23 -.56 -.46 — .13 -.29 -.46 
(***) (***) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) 
« g Anger -1.47 -1.33 -.64 -.62 -.13 — -.42 -.54 
.2 (***) (***) (**) (**) (n.s.) (n.s.) (*) 
I I Sadness -1.05 -.91 -.22 -.20 .29 .42 — -.12 
^ W (***) (***) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) 
Fear -.92 -.77 -.11 .00 .46 .54 .12 — 
(***) (***) (n.s.) (n.s.) (n.s.) (*) (n.s.) 
Note. Valid N 二 69 (listwis^ “ “ — “ • 
Mean differences are computed by variables on ROW minus variables on COLUMN. 
001 
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Table 7 
Mean (standard deviation in parentheses) for Emotional Experience and Correlation with 
the Corresponding Type of Emotional Sharing in the Male (M-M) and the Female (F-F) 
Samples 
_ T y p e s of Emotional ” ~ Mean 丽 Correlation with the 
Experience (standard deviation) Corresponding Type of 
r \ Emotional Sharing 
Male Female Male Female 
Positive Emotions 
POS 3.61 3.84 .54** .16 
(.82) (.73) (n.s.) 
Joy 3.99 4.34 .49*** .35** 
(.95) (1.02) 
Delight 3.68 4.06 .38** .11 
(1.05) (.90) (n.s.) 
Anticipation 3.75 4.10 .44*** -.04 
(1.23) - (1.16) (n.s.) 
Surprise 3.01 2.84 .29* .31** 
(1.18) (1.16) 
Negative Emotions 
NEG 3.05 3.09 .32* .22 
(1.10) (1.15) (n.s.) 
Disgust 2.93 2.73 .34** .22 
(1.52) (1.41) (n.s.) 
Anger 2.75 2.34 .46*** .33** 
(1.36) (1.39) 
Sadness 3.41 3.74 .26* .17 
(1.48) (1.47) (n.s.) 
Fear 3.10 3.55 .03 .22 
(1.23) (1.55) (n.s.) (n.s.) 
Note. Ns ranged from 65-68 for males and 70 for females. 
* £ < .05 (2-tailed). .01 (2-tailed). *** ^ < .001(2-tailed). 
POS stands for the mean of the four corresponding positive emotions (i.e. Joy, Delight, 
Anticipation, and Surprise). 
NEG stands for the mean of the four corresponding negative emotions (i.e. Disgust, Anger, 
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Figure Caption 
Figure 1. The conceptual representation of the individual factors and dyadic factors in 
predicting emotional sharing. 
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Individual Factors Dyadic Factors 
Psychological Aspect Psychological Aspect 
Self-perceived Personality Perceived-other Personality 




Cognitive Aspect Interaction Pattern 
Communication Concerns " (Other，s tendency to share) 
(6 dimensions) (Overall Relationship Evaluation) 







性 別 ： 男 / 女 
年齡： 
學系： 
與你現時的同房認識了多久？ 年 月 日 





0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 氣 I 1 
從 大 永 肯 可 肯 
不 約 遠 定 能 定 
一 地 不 地 
時 
間 
1.我們的關係是融洽的。 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2.我們的關係是友好的。 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3.基於某些我們無法控制的因素，我和他/她之關係存0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
在著一定程度的緊張。 
4.我們的關係是互相衝突的。 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5.我們的關係是膚淺的。 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6.我們的關係是緊張的。 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7.有他/她相伴，有著一種難以言諭的樂趣，是我其他0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
朋友不能取代的。 
8.我們的關係是密切的。 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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(二） 【你自己】的性格特徵 
你覺得你自己是怎樣的呢？ 
例如： 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
矮I 1 高 
十 頗 略 一 略 頗 十 






1. 安於現狀的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 勇於改革的 
2. 不慌不忙的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 緊張焦慮的 
3. 内向的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 外向的 
4. 勸力的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 懶惰的 
5. 緊張的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 輕鬆的 
6. 冷冰冰的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 熱情的 
7. 好脾氣的 1 2 — 3 4 5 6 7 壞脾氣的 
8. 只說不做的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 默默耕耗的 
9. 神經緊張的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 從容自如的 
10. 奮發的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 頹廢的 
11. 沈默的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 多言的 
12. 實際的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 不實際的 
13. 好交際的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 不愛交際的 
14. 喜歡新方法的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 跟從常規的 
15. 無洞察力的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 有洞察力的 
16. 愛冒險的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 保守的 
17. 智慧的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 愚純的 
18. 常為自己辯護的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 勇於向人認錯的 
19. 喜歡變化的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 喜歡規律的 
20. 自私的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 不自私的 
21. 細心的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 粗 心 的 
22. 無分析力的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 有分析力的 
23. 秀氣的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 俗氣的 
24. 疏忽的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 謹慎的 
25. 仁慈的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 不仁的 
26. 端莊的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 隨便的 
27. 依賴的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 獨立的 
28. 吝啬的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 慷慨的 
29. 立場強硬的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 順從的 
30. 輕率的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 小心的 
31. 隨俗同流的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 我行我素的 
32. 決斷的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 猶豫不決的 
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(三）【你的同房】之性格特徵 
你覺得你的同房是怎樣的呢？ 
例如： 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
錄I 1 高 
十 顧 略 一 略 頗 十 






1. 安於現狀的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 勇於改革的 
2. 不慌不忙的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 緊張焦慮的 
3. 内向的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 外向的 
4. 勸力的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 懶惰的 
5. 緊張的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 輕鬆的 
6. 冷冰冰的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 熱情的 
7. 好脾氣的 1 2 — 3 4 5 6 7 壞脾氣的 
8. 只說不做的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 默默耕I云的 
9. 神經緊張的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 從容自如的 
10. 奮發的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 頹廢的 
11. 沈默的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 多言的 
12. 實際的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 不實際的 
13. 好交際的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 不愛交際的 
14. 喜歡新方法的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 跟從常規的 
15. 無洞察力的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 有洞察力的 
16. 愛冒險的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 保守的 
17. 智慧的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 愚純的 
18. 常為自己辯護的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 勇於向人認錯的 
19. 喜歡變化的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 喜歡規律的 
20. 自私的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 不自私的 
21. 細心的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 粗心的 
22. 無分析力的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 有分析力的 
23. 秀氣的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 俗氣的 
24. 疏忽的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 謹慎的 
25. 仁慈的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 不仁的 
26. 端莊的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 隨便的 
27. 依賴的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 獨立的 
28. 吝啬的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 慷慨的 
29. 立場強硬的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 順從的 
30. 輕率的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 小心的 
31. 隨俗同流的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 我行我素的 
32. 決斷的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 猶豫不決的 




g 驗有關情感的 經驗有關情感的 
頻密程度 強烈程度 
孩 ^ - ^ 二 ^ 




1.滿足快慰 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2.惶恐懼怕 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3.驚奇 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4.悲哀憂愁 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5•反感厭惡 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6.憤怒 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7.系 望 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 




請在下列每句，各在頻密程度 j j深入程度兩欄中圏出你認為最適合的數字° 
~ - ~ ” ” 一 分 享 有 感的一一分享有i:丨青感的 
頻密程度 深入程度 
— 極 ^ g"""""""gp ： # 
不 中 常 常 般 常 
分 表 深 
享 面 入 
遇到的情緒感受之類別 
1•滿足快慰 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2.惶恐懼怕 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3.驚奇 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4. i 哀憂愁 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5.反感厭惡 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6.憤怒 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7.系冀盼望 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8.歡欣喜悅 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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— — 分 享 有 關 情 感 的 -分享有關情感的 
頻密程度 深入程度 
“ 從 間 經 — 非 一 非 
不 中 常 常 般 常 
^ 表 深 
享 面 入 
遇到的情緒感受之類別 
1.滿足快慰 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2 .惶恐懼怕 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3 .驚奇 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4 .悲哀憂愁 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5.反感厭惡 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6 .憤怒 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7. S 冀盼望 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8. 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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(七）【你自己】願意向你的同房分享情緒感受之原因 
過去，當你遇到以下1-8題的情緒感受時，你為什麼會願意向你的同房分享呢？ 
以下每題皆列舉了一些可能的原因（a - f)，按照你與他/她的分享經驗，你認 
為每項原因對你自己願意分享這種情緒感受是有多大的可能性。 
你所選擇的數字愈大，則表示你愈會基於此原因去和你的同房分享° 
_ — ™ # 
常 常 
不 有 
可 普 可 
^ t|_ 
1滿足快慰 
a )你希望可以籍此分享而促進你與你的同房之友證 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b )你希望保持你在你的同房心目中之印象 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
C)你相信你自己有能力去表達這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d )你相信你的同房有能力去明白這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e )你認爲向別人分隼這種情緒感受有益心理健康 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f )剛剛遇到有適合的時間及地點去分享 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
2惶恐懼怕 
a)你、希望可以藉此分隼而促進你與你的同房之友證 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b )你希望保掊你在你的同房心目中之印象 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
C)你相信你自己有能力去表達這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d)你相信你的同房有能力去明白這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e)你、認為向別人分章這種情緒感受有益心理健康 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f )剛剛遇到有適合的時間及地點去分享 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
3驚奇 
a)你、着望可以藉此分蕈而促進你與你的同房之友證 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b)你希望保掊你在你的同房心目中之印象 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
C)你相信你自己有能力去表達這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d)你相信你的同房有能力去明白這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e)你認為向別人分享這種情緒感受有益心理健康 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f )剛剛遇到有適合的時間及地點去分享 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
4悲哀憂愁 
a)你希望可以藉此分享而促進你與你的同房之友證 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b)你希望保持你在你的同房心目中之印象 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
C)你相信你自己有能力去表達這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d)你相信你的同房有能力去明白這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e)你認為向別人分蕈這種情緒感受有益心理健康 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f )剛剛遇到有適合的時間及地點去分享 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 




可 普 可 
能 通 能 
5反感厭惡 — “ ” 
a )你希望可以藉此分享而促進你與你的同房之友證 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b )你希望保持你在你的同房心目中之印象 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
C )你相信你自己有能力去表達這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d )你相信你的同房有能力去明白這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e )你認為向別人分享這種情緒感受有益心理健康 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f )剛剛遇到有適合的時間及地點去分享 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
6憤怒 
a )你希望可以藉此分蕈而促進你與你的同房之友證 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b )你希望保持你在你的同房心目中之印象 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
C )你相信你自己有能力去表達這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d )你相信你的同房有能力去明白這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e )你認為向別人分享這種情緒感受有益心理健康 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f )剛剛遇到有適合的時間及地點去分享 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
7希寞盼望 
a)你、希望可以藉此分蕈而促進你與你的同房之友言宜 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b )你希望保掊你在你的同房心目中之印象 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
C )你相信你自己有能力去表達這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d )你相信你的同房有能力去明白這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e)你、認為！^別人分享這種情緒感受有益心理健康 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f )剛剛遇到有適合的時間及地點去分享 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8歡欣喜悅 
a)你、着望可以藉此分蕈而促進你與你的同房之友言宜 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b )收希望保掊你在你的同房心目中之印象 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
C)你相信你自己有能力去表達這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d )你相信你的同房有能力去明白這種情緒感受 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e )你認為向別人分享這種情緒感受有益心理健康 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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(A) Zero-order Correlation between the Types of Emotional Sharing and the 
Corresponding Self-ratings in SAPPS 
In the Male (M-M) Sample 
Emotional Sharing OPE EMO EXT APP INT HEL RES ASS 
POSITIVE 
Joy -.01 .06 .11 -.31* .00 -.04 -.09 .03 
Delight -.02 .06 -.09 -.30* -.02 .03 -.13 -.17 
Anticipation -.06 .00 .08 -.38** -.12 .09 -.14 -.20 
Surprise -.01 -.08 -.05 -.20 -.04 .12 -.03 -.13 
NEGATIVE 
Disgust -.05 -.07 .05 -.13 .01 .13 -.10 -.16 
Anger -.09 -.12 -.05 -.07 -.03 -.03 -.18 -.18 
Sadness -.16 -.22 -.03 -.23 .00 .03 -.22 -.19 
Fear -.25* -.34* -.15 -.20 -.15 -.11 -.18 -.30* 
In the Female (F-F) Sample  
Emotional Sharing OPE EMO EXT APP INT HEL RES ASS 
POSITIVE 
Joy -.02 -.08 .01 -.05 -.02 .09 .02 -�04 
Delight .02 -.16 -.02 -.11 -.04 -.08 -.05 .00 
Anticipation -.01 -.07 .06 -.05 -.05 -.05 -.04 -.08 
Surprise -.12 -.09 -.13 -.24* -.18 -.10 -.09 -�02 
NEGATIVE 
Disgust -.07 .03 -.05 .07 -.09 .04 .00 .07 
Anger .06 .00 .06 -.10 .00 .02 -.12 .22 
Sadness .03 -.24* .07 .06 .12 -.07 .00 -.02 
Fear .00 -.25* -.07 -.12 -.09 -.06 -.14 .05 
Note. The correlation coefficients listed above are based on the pairwise association 
between the specific type of emotion and the corresponding personality dimensions. 
OPE to ASS stand for the eight dimensions for self-ratings in Openness, Emotional 
Stability, Extraversion, Application, Intellect, Helpfulness, Restraint, and 
Assertiveness. 
* p< .05 
** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
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(B) Zero-order Correlation between the Types of Emotional Sharing and the 
Corresponding Perceived-other-ratings in SAPPS 
In the Male (M-M) Sample  
Emotional Sharing OPE EMO EXT APP INT HEL RES A S ^ 
POSITIVE 
Joy .19 .15 .19 .20 .20 .27* .11 .19 
Delight .02 .21 .06 .21 .10 .28* .14 .07 
Anticipation .13 .07 .15 .17 .07 .16 .07 .15 
Surprise .06 .20 .12 .24* .23 .20 .20 .15 
NEGATIVE 
Disgust .01 -.04 .05 .19 .13 .15 .16 .14 
Anger -.01 .18 .14 .04 .12 .14 .12 .14 
Sadness -.10 .03 .07 .06 .10 .08 .27* .07 
Fear -.05 .08 .04 .15 .19 .19 .27* .09 
“ In the Female (F-F) Sample  
Emotional Sharing OPE EMO EXT APP INT HEL RES ASS 
POSITIVE 
Joy .19 .11 .27* .11 .32** .46*** -.01 -.01 
Delight .13 .08 .14 .09 .38*** .40*** .00 .12 
Anticipation .11 .10 .16 .03 .15 .29* -.02 -.09 
Surprise .23 .08 .14 .04 .13 .26* -.02 -.10 
NEGATIVE 
Disgust .12 .11 .17 -.06 .14 .07 -.12 .08 
Anger .09 .22 .21 -.05 .21 .13 -.03 -.05 
Sadness .10 .20 .01 .15 .30* .27* .19 .11 
Fear .03 .15 -.03 -.02 .17 .25* -.03 -.03 
Note. The correlation coefficients listed above are based on the pairwise association 
between the specific type of emotion and the corresponding personality dimensions. 
OPE to ASS stand for the eight dimensions for perceived-other-ratings in Openness, 
Emotional Stability, Extraversion, Application, Intellect, Helpfulness, Restraint, and 
Assertiveness. 
* p< .05 
** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
Appendix 1 83 
( Q Zero-order Correlation between the Types of Emotional Sharing and the 
Corresponding Interaction Pattern Dimensions 
In the Male (M-M) Sample  
Emotional Sharing TEN COM 
POSITIVE 
Joy .76*** .50*** 
Delight .63*** .46*** 
Anticipation .79*** .49*** 
Surprise .64*** .30** 
NEGATIVE 
Disgust .83*** .38** 
Anger .74*** .35** 
Sadness .76*** .34** 
Fear .72*** .27* 
In the Female (F-F) Sample  
Emotional Sharing TEN COM 
POSITIVE 
Joy .79*** .51*** 
Delight .64*** .42*** 
Anticipation .68*** .46*** 
Surprise .66*** .36** 
NEGATIVE 
Disgust .58*** .38*** 
Anger .52*** .35** 
Sadness .47*** .31** 
Fear .51*** .37** 
Note. The correlation coefficients listed above are based on the pairwise association 
between the specific type of emotion and the corresponding interaction pattern 
dimensions. 
TEN stands for Tendency to Share (Other), and COM stands for Communion score. 
* p< .05 
** p< .01 
*** p< .001 
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(D) Zero-order Correlation between the Types of Emotional Sharing and the 
Corresponding Communication Concerns Dimensions 
In the Male (M-M) Sample  
Emotional Sharing REL IMP SHA UND PSY TP 
POSITIVE 
Joy .25* .32** .41*** .46*** .46*** .37** 
Delight .30* .24 .21 .37** .36** .20 
Anticipation .36** .32** .44*** .43*** .51*** .30* 
Surprise .27* .41*** .33** .31* .46*** .43*** 
NEGATIVE 
Disgust .42*** .48*** .52*** .50*** .53*** .23 
Anger .57*** .41*** .37** .46*** .36** .29* 
Sadness .32** .33** .34** .43*** .29* �19 
Fear .23 .30* .49*** .46*** .38** .23 
In the Female (F-F) Sample  
Emotional Sharing REL IMP SHA UND PSY TP 
POSITIVE — — " " “ 
Joy .45*** .16 .38*** .53*** .35** .03 
Delight .39*** .20 .31** .38** 氺 .08 .13 
Anticipation .51*** .30* .38*** .49*** .30** .14 
Surprise .34** .01 .28* .23 .18 .13 
NEGATIVE 
Disgust .48*** .25* .47*** .58** 氺 . 4 1 * * * .24* 
Anger .49*** .22 .44*** .56*** .37** .26* 
Sadness .46*** .08 .36** .59*** .33** .34** 
Fear .21 .16 .23 .41*** .33** .38*** 
Note. The correlation coefficients listed above are based on the pairwise association 
between the specific type of emotion and the corresponding personality dimensions. 
REL to TP stand for Relationship Facilitation, Impression Management, 
Self-competence to Share, Other-competence to Understand, Psychological Health, 
and Time-and-Place. 
* p< .05 
** p< .01 
*氺* p< .001 
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